How the American Society for Virology was Founded  by Joklik, Wolfang K. & Grossberg, Sidney E.
lsevier.com/locate/yviroVirology 344 (200How the American Society for Virology was Founded
Wolfang K. Joklik a,*, Sidney E. Grossberg b
a Department of Molecular Genetics and Microbiology, Duke University Medical Center, Durham, NC 27710, USA
b Department of Microbiology and Molecular Genetics, Medical College of Wisconsin, Milwaukee, WI 53226, USA
Received 20 July 2005; accepted 10 September 2005Abstract
The American Society for Virology, the very first such Society to be formed anywhere, was founded at a meeting of some 40 virologists at
Chicago O’Hare International airport on June 9, 1981. They met after a decade and a half of intense discussion that originated at the 9th International
Congress of Microbiology in Moscow in 1966 when a small group of virologists requested the International Association of Microbiological
Societies to form a Virology Section within IAMS, and this request was rejected. Virologists therefore held their own First International Congress of
Virology in Helsinki in 1968 which was very successful and generated intense informal discussion among leading virologists in this country as to
the desirability of founding an American society for virologists. Proposals were circulated and discussed which resulted in the informal Chicago
meeting that created the mechanism for founding the ASV and organizing its 1st Annual Meeting at Cornell in Ithaca in August 1982.
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On June 9, 2004, the American Society for Virology
celebrated its 23rd birthday. It was a strong healthy infant right
from the start; no fewer than 650 scientists were offered the
opportunity to become Charter Members. As more and more
young Virologists join every year and old ones retire, the story of
how our Society started becomes increasingly relevant to those
who are interested in the state of our discipline at the time, 35
years ago, when the prospect of founding a Society of their own
excited and united Virologists.
In retrospect, the most amazing aspect of the discussions in
1980 and 1981 that led to the founding of our Society was that
they did not start much earlier. Viruses were, after all,0042-6822/$ - see front matter D 2005 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
doi:10.1016/j.virol.2005.09.022
* Corresponding author.discovered in the 1890s and very rapidly recognized as
something completely new. Very soon, within two or three
decades, a worldwide body of scientists had emerged who
specialized in the development of techniques for detecting,
recognizing, isolating and characterizing, in biological as well
as pathologic terms, viruses replicating in hosts ranging from
humans to bacteria. Then, starting in the 1930s, some 70 years
ago, when biochemistry had reached the stage of being capable
of dealing with them effectively, viral nucleic acids began to be
characterized in molecular, functional and genetic terms. It did
not take long before the unique advantages as model systems of
these nucleic acids, nucleic acids that are the genomes of
replicating biological units and some of which comprise as few
as half a dozen genes, began to be appreciated. Soon, by virtue
of the unparalleled simplicity of their genomes, viruses were
the tools par excellence for the generation and development of6) 250 – 257
www.e
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principles governing these two ways of thinking about cells
and populations of identical or different cells, as well as genetic
engineering, were deduced or derived from the insights gained
concerning how viruses replicate and modify their host cells.
Nor has the sequencing of cellular genomes diminished the use
of viral systems as mode1 systems: for by virtue of their ability
to manifest the consequences of proteins and nucleic acids
modifying and controlling both their own and each others’
functions, viral systems will continue, for the foreseeable
future, to provide insights into the nature of the results and
outcomes of these multifunctional interactions. Not surprising-
ly, Virologists responsible for conceptualizing and identifying
fundamental advances in molecular cell biology and genetics
have been well recognized: no fewer than 17 have been
honored with the Nobel Prize.
Despite the fact that Virology was clearly a unique
discipline that required specialized skills – in particular, the
ability to grow, isolate and handle viruses in quantity, that is, in
biochemically significant amounts, and to quantify (titrate)
them – Virologists were, for a long time, satisfied with their
discipline being regarded as one of the components of
Microbiology, along with bacteriology, mycology and parasi-
tology. This was the situation not only intellectually and
academically – Virology being, in textbooks, one of the four
sub-disciplines of Microbiology and therefore, as is still the
case, included in Microbiology courses to medical and biology
students – but also administratively: Virology was, and is, one
of the Divisions of the American Society for Microbiology
(ASM); and when Virologists met, as they have met annually
for many years, it was as one of the Sections of the Annual
ASM Meeting. And it was also within the ASM that virologists
were accorded professional recognition. For example, Ed
Lenette was President of the ASM in 1979, Ken Berns was
President in 1995 and the opponent whom he defeated in the
final run-off election was Bill Joklik, another Virologist.
The issue that in the late nineteen seventies and early
eighties sparked discussions as to whether Virologists should
form a Society of their own was dissatisfaction with the Annual
Meeting of the ASM as their annual get-together. Although
Virologists were the second largest disciplinary component of
the ASM, being more numerous than either mycologists or
parasitologists, they were outnumbered by bacteriologists by a
factor of 5 to 10. Sessions devoted to Virology were therefore
few and far between and Annual ASM Meetings did not
provide convenient opportunities for Virologists to meet as
Virologists. Virologists could have held individual meetings of
their own even while continuing to be, administratively, a
Division within the ASM; but it was argued that if we
organized our own independent individual Meetings, we might
as well also be independent administratively.
Interestingly, these issues had already been considered and
discussed 15 years before with respect to the International
Congresses of Microbiology which were held by the Interna-
tional Association of Microbiological Societies (IAMS).
Virology was not, prior to the 10th International Congress of
Microbiology in Mexico City in 1970, one of the microbio-logical Societies; it was not even a Section within Microbiol-
ogy. It was during the 9th International Congress of
Microbiology in Moscow in 1966, at which there were 5541
registrants not more than 5 to 10% of whom were Virologists,
that a small international, ‘‘revolutionary’’ group of Virologists
that included Peter Wildy (Birmingham, England), Victor
Zhdanov (Moscow), Joseph Melnick (Houston) and later also
Nils Oker-Blum (Helsinki) met in the home of Valentine
Soloviev and decided to request the Executive Committee of
the IAMS to form a Virology Section within the IAMS. The
response was: Virologists were microbiologists and could not
be represented by a separate body.
It says a great deal for these pioneers and for the state of
Virology at that time, that their response was positive and pro-
active. An International Committee was recruited from 39 coun-
tries and the 1st International Congress of Virology was held in
Helsinki 2 years later, in 1968, 37 years ago. It was highly
successful. All leading Virologists were there, Joe Melnick was
Secretary-General, and he, Peter Wildy, Nils Oker-Blum and
Victor Zhdanov were the Convenors. These four, who were
honored as the ‘‘Four Founding Fathers’’ of the International
Congress of Virology at the 8th International Congress of Vir-
ology in Berlin in 1990, were also the Convenors of the 2nd
International Congress of Virology in Budapest in 1971 which
had almost 1000 registrants. Joe Melnick was then President and
PeterWildywas Vice President of the 3rd International Congress
of Virology in Madrid in 1975, and Peter Wildy was President
and Jan van der Want was Vice President of the 4th International
Congress of Virology in The Hague in 1968 which had about
2000 registrants.
It is clear then that the 1st International Congress of
Virology was held without Virology being a Section in the
IAMS. In order to rectify this situation, the entire membership
of the Congress passed unanimously the following resolution:
‘‘The 536 members of the First International Congress of
Virology, whose names are listed below, met in Helsinki
during 14–20 July 1968 and held a series of daily scientific
conferences. The fact that so many of the world’s leading
Virologists assembled in Helsinki demonstrates the need
and support for International Congresses of Virology. The
benefits resulting from exchanges of information on current
work in many different countries have led us to pass the
following resolutions:
1. Be it resolved that the members of the First International
Congress of Virology petition the International Association
of Microbiological Societies to proceed at once to form a
Section on Virology, to include all branches of the science,
and to arrange for future and regular International
Congresses for Virology, with the Second International
Congress to be held in 1971.
2. Until such time as the International Association of
Microbiological Societies establishes a Section on Virol-
ogy with the responsibility of holding periodic Interna-
tional Congresses of Virology, the Secretary-General of the
International Congress of Virology is requested to continue
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International Congress of Virology in 1971. The respon-
sibility for future International Congresses of Virology is to
be turned over to the IAMS Section on Virology as soon as
such a Section is created and able to take over this
responsibility’’.
Impressed, on the one hand, by the evidence that Virologists
had indeed mounted their own, highly successful, International
Congress, and faced with the possibility of Virologists
withdrawing from the IAMS altogether, the 10th International
Congress of Microbiology in Mexico City in 1970 agreed to
the formation of a Section on Virology, as well as of Sections
on Bacteriology and, later, Mycology, in what has become the
International Union of Microbiological Societies.
This, then, is the background to the incipient discussions in
early 1980 as to whether to found a free-standing American
Society for Virology, the first such Society anywhere in the
world. In the U.S., Virology was a Division in the ASM and
Virologists met annually within the framework of the annual
ASM Meeting; and on the international stage, Virology was a
Section in the IAMS and Virology held its own International
Congresses. Requests to the ASM by its Virology Division for
assistance with respect to travel funds to the 5th International
Congress of Virology in Strasbourg in 1981 were denied.
The period surrounding the birth of the American Society for
Virology can be divided into two phases. The first was a pre-
liminary Phase of Public Discussion: a period when the idea of
founding our own Society was discussed increasingly widely
among Virologists and that ended with a meeting on June 9,
1981 in Chicago at which a resolution was offered to found a
Society for Virology for which the resulting vote was over-
whelmingly affirmative. June 9 is therefore the birthday of the
American Society for Virology. The second phase was a Phase of
Committee Work in which an Organizing Committee was con-
stituted which progressively spawned Sub-Committees that cre-
ated both the administrative structure of the new Society and
organized its first Annual Meeting in August 1982 in Ithaca,
New York.
The phase of public discussion
There were numerous informal discussions in the late
nineteen seventies, among groups of various sizes at various
times, in various locations, in person and over the phone, as to
the desirability of founding a Society for Virologists. Strangely
enough, on the one hand, or predictably, on the other, the
individuals involved in these discussions were not those who
took the bull by the horns implementing the International
Congresses of Virology and gaining Section status for Virology
within the IAMS 15 years earlier; the scientists involved now
were the next generation, so to speak, little connected with or
aware of the efforts of the earlier group.
It was on December 18, 1980 that Bill Joklik sent the
following note to and consulted at length with Peter Vogt,
Purnell Choppin, Bob Wagner, David Baltimore, Tom
Merigan, Juli Youngner, Norton Zinder, Harry Ginsberg, AlKaplan, Lee McLaren, Fred Murphy, Fred Rapp and Walter
Schlesinger:
‘‘Dear N,
Here is the background material to what we discussed on the
phone yesterday. Think it over, sleep on it, and then call me
back with your thoughts, comments and suggestions.
What do you think of the idea of starting an American
Society for Virology? The reasons for taking such a step are
numerous and well-known; many of us have considered
such a step at one time or another during recent years. Let
me enumerate them as I see them.
First, Virology has outgrown the confines of ‘‘Microbiology’’.
It has for four decades been the growing point of molecular
biology and is now the core of the vast area of cell biology.
Second, the fact that Virology some time ago became an im-
portant discipline in its own right is attested by the numerous
high quality journals that are exclusively devoted to it.
Third, Virologists really have no comfortable home among
the major extant scientific Societies. I remember that in the
fifties and early sixties, advances in Virology were usually
communicated at the Immunology sessions of Federation
Meetings and many Virologists were members of the AAI
(some of the ASBC) for the purpose of obtaining ‘‘options’’
for presenting papers at the annual Federation meetings. In
the late sixties, Virologists gravitated to the American
Society for Microbiology, where a decade ago, the Virology
Division was the second strongest of the five Divisions that
existed at the time, and the most vital. Recently, there has
been a change. Not only is the ASM by now uncomfortably
large, but its center of gravity has shifted away from basic
science. Virologists attend few of the sessions of the other
Divisions at the Annual Meetings and are beginning to leave
the ASM; I understand that the number of Virology
Abstracts submitted this year is down substantially. Further,
it is clear that Virology has lost its clout within the ASM.
For example, recent appeals for financial assistance for
travel in relation to the Fifth International Congress of
Virology have gone unanswered. It seems that as far as the
Virologists’ association with the ASM is concerned, few of
us derive any particular benefits from a very large Society
that is nowadays little more than a federation of independent
disciplines, that is severely limited with respect to its
Annual Meeting locale because of its size, and which does
not speak for us since its attention is riveted elsewhere.
If you agree that the time has come to explore the possibility
of setting up an American Society for Virology, please let
me know. Let me have your thoughts on the subject; and let
me know in what capacity you would like to function in the
work of setting up the new Society. The problems associated
with founding a new Society are considerable; there are
questions such as the Constitution and By-laws, the
organization and location of a Secretariat, the nature of
the relation of such a new Society to the Journal of Virology,
and many others. If you feel that we should move ahead in
this direction, please indicate whether you could attend an
exploratory meeting at which a few of us could get together
Should an ASV be formed? How to organize an ASV: its governance
Its relationship with the ASM The nature of its annual meeting
Other issues
9 am Welcome and opening statement: Do we need a Virology Society?
Bill Joklik
# The present state of Virology
Problems with the concept of the ASM as the home for Virology
# The increasing importance of viruses of higher eukaryotes
# The size of the ASM. Lack of input by Virologists
# The unsatisfactory nature of the Annual Meeting.
There were 10,000 at the 1981 ASM Annual Meeting in Dallas; about
200 were Virologists
# A new ASV should cater to all Virologists
Organize its own meetings
Comprise members actively engaged in research
Define its relationship to the ASM
10 am–12 noon Discussion Session Chairman:
Julius Youngner
# Report on the Dallas ASM
Meeting:
RNA virus session Julius Youngner
DNA virus session Fred Rapp
(Few abstracts, total attendance no more than 200)
# Al Balows State of the ASM
Fred Neidhardt Possible changes in the ASM to address
our concerns
John Sherris The need for a society like the ASM
# General discussion and comments
# Motion proposed by Jules Hallum and seconded
‘‘THAT A SOCIETY FOR VIROLOGY BE FORMED’’
LUNCH
1:30 pm Afternoon session Chairman:
Harry Ginsberg
# Vote on the above motion 38 in favor 2 opposed
# Discussion: Where do we go from here?
# Vote to elect two Co-Chairmen of a to-be-appointed Steering Committee
Nominated: Heinz Fraenkel-Conrat, Harry Ginsberg, Bob Haselkorn,
Bill Joklik, Julius Youngner
Elected: Bill Joklik and Harry Ginsberg
They are to orchestrate necessary and appropriate measures, starting with
the appointment of an Organizing Committee with representatives of all areas of
virologic interest. Bill Joklik was asked to serve as Interim President of the new
Society.
3:30 pm Adjournment
As a consequence, of the overwhelmingly affirmative vote on the resolution
‘‘that a new Society of Virology be formed’’
JUNE 9 1981 IS THE BIRTHDAY OF THE AMERCAN SOCIETY
FOR VIROLOGY
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they might be overcome. I am sending this letter to a
number of Virologists; and if I find that the consensus is
favorable, I would be prepared to call a meeting at some
central location such as O’Hare International Airport where
we could spend a day to consider the matter further. I would
be glad if you would indicate not only whether and when
you would be prepared to attend such a meeting (I would
imagine that some time next spring would be appropriate),
but also whether you would be prepared to speak on some
aspect of getting a fledgling ASV off the ground’’.
The reaction to this letter was overwhelmingly positive. The
same letter was therefore sent on March 26, 1981 to 180
virologists over the names of David Baltimore, Purnell Choppin,
Bill Joklik, Tom Merigan, Peter Vogt, Bob Wagner, Julius
Youngner and Norton Zinder, requesting replies to be sent to Bill
Joklik. Replies were received from 140, and 138 were positive.
This letter was followed by another one on April 27, signed
by the eight above plus Harry Ginsberg and Bernard Roizman,
in which it was announced that an exploratory meeting would
be arranged by Bernard Roizman for June 9 at O’Hare
International Inn. We also invited four ASM Officers, namely
Immediate Past President Al Balows, President Fred Neidhardt,
President-Elect John Sherris and Council Policy Committee
member Harry Gooder (who, however, was unable to come as
he was out of the country), to join us for the meeting.
In preparation for the meeting, Bill Joklik sent out a letter on
May 22 to define and outline the issues to be discussed, which
said in part:
‘‘As our Chicago June 9 meeting to consider the issues
involved in founding an American Society for Virology
approaches, let me outline briefly some of the issues that are
involved. I have talked to many Virologists and received
many letters concerning this matter. More than 90% of the
letters that we have received are strongly in favor of founding
the proposed new Society; only 2 out of 180 have opposed it.
I have received numerous letters from workers in the
bacteriophage field and from virologists engaged in clinical
studies and who have strongly urged that the new Society be
inclusive; and indeed, I strongly favor a new Virology
Society serving as a home for all Virologists, clinical,
biological and molecular, working with viruses replicating
in all types of host cells including vertebrates, insects, plants,
yeasts and fungi, and bacteria. It may well be that a major
effort will be required to generate such a broad appeal but
without it, it seems to me that a new Society would be so
narrowly focused that it would very likely not get off the
ground.
I am sure that there will be much spirited discussion in
Chicago on these, as well as on related and unrelated topics.
I hope that there will be sufficient time for all those who
wish to contribute to the discussion to be heard, and for the
three representatives of the ASM, Al Balows, Fred
Neidhardt and John Sherris, to participate in our delibera-
tions. I suggest the following as a tentative agenda; it isintended only to provide a framework and may be changed
as we receive further suggestions and comments in the
letters that keep arriving.I look forward to seeing all of you on June 9 at O’Hare
International Inn’’.
The Meeting was a great success. Forty virologists from all
over the U.S. attended; and we received highly positive and
supportive letters from 90 others. Jules Hallum and Glenn
Gentry were good enough to provide summaries of the meeting:
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On June 25, Bill Joklik sent an update on the status of the
American Society for Virology to the 180 virologists who had
been contacted earlier; and on July 15, Harry Ginsberg, Bob
Haselkorn, Dorothy Horstman, Bill Joklik, Max Summers and
Milt Zaitlin met in Harry Ginsberg’s office at the College of
Physicians and Surgeons, Columbia University, as the Orga-
nizing Committee. They considered, discussed and implemen-
ted the following initiatives:
# Criteria for membership were discussed. Professional
standards for admission were to be established by a
Committee to be appointed. It was resolved to invite 500
Virologists to become Charter Members of the Society.
# Bob Haselkorn and Dorothy Horstman were charged with
drawing up a minimal Constitution.
# In line with Bill Joklik’s earlier suggestion at the June 9
meeting that Annual Meetings be held on College Campuses,
Milt Zaitlin was charged with organizing the first Annual
Meeting on the Campus of Cornell University at Ithaca.
# Bill Joklik was charged with contacting selected Commer-
cial Companies with requests for funds to support the
Annual Meeting.
# Defining the relationship between the ASM and the new
Society was the topic of extensive discussion. Predictably, the
ASM was disturbed at the prospect of losing a sizeable
number of members. This fear was exaggerated since many
Virologists who were members of the ASM did not plan to
drop their ASM membership and continued to function
within the ASM; in fact, in 1994, Bill Joklik was nominated to
run for the office of President of the ASM by the ASM
Nominating Committee, a race that he lost to Ken Berns,
another Virologist who had also retained his ASM member-
ship. In order to facilitate interaction between the ASM and
the ASV, Harry Ginsberg suggested, in the fall of 1981, that
the ASV be associated with the ASM through some-to-be
developed new form of Federation. Such a linkage would
have many advantages for both organizations. For Virolo-
gists, it would permit them to participate actively in the
ASM’s representation of Microbiologists in the political
arena, as well as utilize the ASM’s central staff for organizing
meetings and the execution of administrative functions. For
the ASM, it would ensure continued functioning of Virolo-
gists within that Society and broaden the base and increase the
number of Virologists who are members of the ASM, thereby
increasing the talent available for participation in ASM
functions.
These ideas were discussed informally at various times
between Officers of the two Societies and in May 1988, Alice
Huang, President of the ASM, set up a meeting in Miami to
explore possible ways of how the two Societies could interact
profitably, including via the Federation model described above.
The ASV representatives were Ken Berns, Fred Rapp and Juli
Youngner. Although interaction between the ASM and the
ASV was thought to be very desirable by representatives ofboth Societies, no concrete ideas for such a relationship
emerged.
The next several months were occupied primarily with
compiling membership lists, making arrangements for and
announcing/publicizing the staging of the first ASV Annual
Meeting in Ithaca, and raising funds for this meeting. Invitations
to 650 Virologists to become Charter Members and attend the
Ithaca meeting were sent out on October 9. Prospective Charter
Members were asked for a contribution of $25 to provide initial
funds to permit the new Society to function.
On January 7, 1982, the Organizing Committee met again in
Harry Ginsberg’s office. The primary agenda were expansion of
the membership and organization of the first Annual Meeting of
the Society on August 1 to 4 on the Campus of Cornell
University at Ithaca, N.Y. With respect to the former, it was
resolved that each of the original Charter Members of the new
Society would be invited to nominate one additional member.
With respect to the latter, the scientific/academic program would
be organized by Bill Joklik to include four morning Symposia of
three speakers in each, and 27 Workshops each headed by a
Convenor.
This meeting was followed by several large scale mailings
concerning the Society and the Meeting, with invitations to join
the former and attend the latter, along with registration materials
and the Meeting Program. These mailings were sent out by Bill
Joklik over the names of the members of the interim
organizational Committees: David Baltimore, Purnell Choppin,
Harry Ginsberg, Bob Haselkorn, Dorothy Horstman, Bill Joklik,
Tom Merigan, Fred Murphy, Bernard Roizman, Max Summers,
Peter Vogt, Bob Wagner, Julius Youngner, Milt Zaitlin and
Norton Zinder.
The First Annual Meeting
By August 1, 1982, the opening day of the First Annual
Meeting of the American Society for Virology at Ithaca,
Cornell, excellently organized by Milt Zaitlin, we had put
together a scientific program of four Symposia and 27
Workshops organized by Bill Joklik; established the new
Society’s Constitution and By-laws, comprising nine Articles;
had the Society declared a Tax-exempt Corporation in North
Carolina effective June 9, 1982; and had 905 paid-up members.
The Meeting began on Monday, August 1, with Registration
from 2 to 10 pm and a Mixer from 6 to 11 pm. It was officially
opened on Tuesday, August 2, at 8:30 am when Bill Joklik, as
Interim President of the new Society, welcomed the Meeting
participants. He recalled the reasons why the Society had been
formed and its desire for its own Annual Meeting, thanked our
local host Milt Zaitlin and his Committee for having done an
outstanding job organizing the Meeting and thanked all
Symposium speakers and Workshop Convenors whom he
had asked to function for their willingness to do so. His address
was followed by a Symposium on ‘‘Genome Structure and
Expression’’ with talks by Norton Zinder, David Baltimore and
Jan Kaper. The Tuesday morning Symposium was entitled
‘‘Transformation and Persistence’’, with talks by Mike Bishop,
George Miller and Mark Ptashne. The Wednesday Symposium
For President Bill Joklik
For President-Elect Harry Ginsberg
For Councillors Fred Murphy, Milton Zaitlin, Dorothy Horstman,
Max Summers, Bob Haselkorn
and Priscilla Schaeffer
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Notkins, Bill Robinson and Tom Monath, and the Thursday
Symposium was ‘‘Epidemiology and Ecology’’, with talks by
Peter Palese, Max Summers and Karl Johnson.
The Business Meeting was called to order in Statler
Auditorium at 2 pm on Wednesday, August 3, by Bill Joklik,
acting as Interim President. Fred Murphy was appointed
Temporary Recording Secretary. About 500 Virologists were
present. The following issues were considered/discussed:
Bill Joklik reviewed the initial planning meetings and the
decisions reached that led to this first Annual Meeting of the
new American Society for Virology. He suggested that future
Meetings of the ASV be held on College Campuses, rather
than in big cities. After some discussion, a straw vote was
taken that showed overwhelming (greater than 90%) support
for holding future Annual Meetings of the ASV on College
Campuses.
Bill Joklik described discussions concerning future relations
with the ASM. Both Harry Ginsberg and he had met
repeatedly with the leaders of the ASM and assured them
that the ASV would be happy to work with the ASM. He
reported that he had received an invitation from John Sherris,
President of the ASM, to meet with the ASM Council Policy
Committee in October in Washington, DC, and to discuss
with them, and with representatives of several other Societies
like our own, our past, present and future relationships with
the ASM. He favored the formation of a Federation of
American Societies of Microbiology of which the ASV
would be a member.
Bill Joklik presented reports of the actions of interim
Officers and Committees.
a. The Society now (in 1982) has almost 1000 paid-up
members. During a discussion of criteria for membership,
it was pointed out that the American Society for
Biological Chemists requires submission of a Curriculum
vitae and bibliography, as well as nomination letters from
two members of the Society specifying that the applicants
are engaged in high quality research. Norton Zinder
spoke out against too rigid criteria, and in particular
objected to the letters of nomination. After some
discussion, a straw vote was taken and the overwhelming
feeling of the membership was that submission of a
Curriculum vitae and bibliography would suffice. A
Membership Review Committee to develop membership
criteria for our Society will be appointed. Establishment
of an Emeritus Class Membership for distinguished
scientists is also contemplated.
b. The Financial Report, which had been distributed to the
Membership, was discussed. It showed that the account
balance of the Society as of 7/21/82 was $21,941.75. Bill
Joklik pointed out that the reason for this excellent
financial position was that very little money had been
used. The Organizing Committee had met twice in New
York, in July 1981 and in January 1982, but all travel
expenses had been borne by the Committee members
themselves, as had all secretarial, telephone and mailingexpenses they had incurred in Society-related activities.
A Finance Committee is to be appointed by the new
President, charged with authorizing expenditures, fixing
next year’s dues, raising funds to support next year’s
Annual Meeting, providing travel funds for junior
scientists and perhaps instituting an annual prize for
research achievements in Virology (as suggested by
David Baltimore).
c. The planning and organization of Annual Meetings was
discussed. Milt Zaitlin reviewed Meeting organizational
matters, primarily with the intent of developing back-
ground information and advice for future organizers. He
pointed out that budgets for Meetings such as ours are
large and complex, and that both local professional
Conference Center staff and local Committees composed
of enthusiastic Virologists acting as volunteers are
essential for success. Milt and his colleagues were
congratulated warmly for their efforts; the general
consensus was that this Meeting was running very
smoothly and that both accommodation and food were
very good. Among problems to be solved for subsequent
Meetings were ensuring that Conference rooms are
within brief walking distances, and regulating the number
of papers presented in Workshops. The desirability of
organizing Poster Sessions was envisaged.
d. Bill Joklik presented the Society’s proposed Constitution
and By-laws which were modeled after those of the
Infectious Diseases Society, revised by Dorothy Horst-
man and Bob Haselkorn. They will be reexamined
critically by a Committee to be appointed. When
approved by Council, they will be submitted to the
Membership for modification and approval.
e. Bill Joklik called on Walter Schlesinger, Chairman of the
Nominating Committee, for his report. The Nominating
Committee, which consisted of Walter Schlesinger,
George Bruening, Karl Johnson, Helen Revel, Peter
Faulkner and Jim Gillespie, recommended the following
slate:Nominations from the floor were requested; none were
forthcoming. Walter Schlesinger moved that the above-
mentioned slate be elected. The motion was seconded and
carried unanimously.
Bill Joklik thanked the Society for their confidence in
him. He announced that a Secretary-Treasurer would be
appointed without delay. The six Councillors would draw
straws to determine who would serve staggered terms of 1,
2 and 3 years, respectively.There was some discussion
concerning the site of the next Annual Meeting. Offers/
invitations/indications of interest were received from Michigan
W.K. Joklik, S.E. Grossberg / Virology 344 (2006) 250–257256State University, Purdue University, the University of Connecti-
cut, Iowa State University, University of Wisconsin, Ohio State
University and the University of California at Davis. Bill Joklik
announced that Council would meet shortly to choose the
site of the next Annual Meeting. The question was raised as
to what would happen in years when there is an
International Congress and when the International Congress
is held in North America, as will occur in 1987. Future
Program Committees and Councils will consider these
questions. Among the various items of other business that
were brought up was one asking the Society to request
travel funds from the NIH for Virologists to attend the Sixth
International Congress of Virology in Sendai, Japan; a
request to publish a Plant Virus Newsletter; and a resolution
that press releases concerning the founding of the Society be
written and sent to Science and Nature. Bill Joklik
announced that the newly-elected Council would meet
before the end of the Meeting to consider these questions
and transact other business.A motion for adjournment was
made and seconded, and the Meeting adjourned at 3:10 pm.
The administrative development of the ASV
The first action of the now duly-elected (rather than
Interim) first President of the Society, Bill Joklik, was to
appoint David Bishop as our first Secretary-Treasurer. He
also appointed the following first Committees of the new
Society:Meetings and
Program
Committee
Membership
Review
Committee
Charter and
By-laws
Committee
Finance
Committee
Ken McIntosh,
Chairman
Al Wood,
Chairman
Bernard Fields,
Chairman
George Miller,
Chairman
L.E. Carmichael J.B. Derbyshire R. Haselkorn D.H.L. Bishop
R.M. Goodman H.S. Ginsberg D. Horstman F. Murphy
W.K. Joklik M. Gottesman T.J. Morris F. Rapp
J. King N.H. Hopkins E. Scolnick
W.E. Rawls T.C. Merigan
M. Summers A.J. Nahmias
H. Revel
H.D. Robertson
J. Storz
M. Zaitlin
Table 1
Presidents of the American Society for Virology
Wolfgang K. (Bill) Joklik, Duke University Medical Center, 1981–1983
Harold S. Ginsberg, Columbia University College of Physicians
and Surgeons, 1983–1984
Robert R. Wagner, University of Virginia, 1984–1985
Purnell W. Choppin, Howard Hughes Medical Institute, 1985–1986
Julius S. Youngner, University of Pittsburgh School of Medicine, 1986–1987
Paul J. Kaesberg, University of Wisconsin, 1987–1988
Kenneth I. Berns, Cornell University Medical College, 1988–1989
Roland R. Rueckert, University of Wisconsin, 1989–1990
Bernard N. Fields, Harvard Medical School, 1990–1991
Max D. Summers, Texas A and M University, 1991–1992
Sondra Schlesinger, Washington University School of Medicine, 1992–1993
Kathryn V. Holmes, Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences, 1993–1994
Bernard Moss, National Institutes of Health, 1994–1995
Gail W. Wertz, University of Alabama at Birmingham School of Medicine,
1995–1996
Mary K. Estes, Baylor College of Medicine, 1996–1997
Thomas E. Shenk, Princeton University, 1997–1998
Peter M. Howley, Harvard Medical School, 1998–1999
Diane E. Griffin, Johns Hopkins School of Hygiene and Public Health,
1999–2000
Dennis J. O’Callaghan, Louisiana State University Medical Center,
2000–2001
Robert A. Lamb, Northwestern University, 2001–2002
Charles M. Rice, Rockefeller University, 2002–2003
Patricia G. Spear, Northwestern University, 2003–2004
Lynn W. Enquist, Princeton University, 2004–2005
Peter Palese, Mount Sinai School of Medicine, 2005–2006Each Committee was provided with detailed charges aimed at
providing the base for the new Society’s administrative
structure.The following announcement appeared in the 11/4/82
issue of NATURE:
‘‘A new scientific Society, the American Society for Virology,
has been officially inaugurated with the first of what will be
Annual Meetings. W.K. Joklik, of Duke University, was
elected President of the Society. The primary purpose of the
Society will be the organization of Annual Meetings, the
1983Meeting being scheduled for Michigan State University
next summer.’’The second Annual Meeting of the new Society was indeed
held on the Campus of Michigan State University in East
Lansing, MI, on July 10–14, 1983. The local Committee was
chaired by Lee Velicer. At that Meeting, Harry Ginsberg
became the second President of our Society, the subsequent
Presidents of which are listed in Table 1. And it was
immediately following this Meeting that our first Secretary-
Treasurer, David Bishop, who was appointed at the close of our
first Annual Meeting, resigned and in his place Council
appointed Sidney Grossberg, who, following reelection, has
now served as our Secretary-Treasurer continuously for 22
years.
This closes the account of the founding of the American
Society for Virology. The general format of the Annual
Meetings has remained essentially unchanged from the first,
with an initial Keynote Lecture followed by full morning,
cross-disciplinary Plenary Symposia and Workshops with
occasionally interspersed State-of-the-Art Lectures. Abstracts
are now printed in the Meeting Program, and Poster Sessions
have been added. The Meetings now include sub-discipline
Satellite Symposia and Forums on educational and career
development, as well as on subjects of general topical interest
to the field. The number of Meeting participants ranges from
1400 to 1800.
As the scope of the Society has broadened, Committees
have been added to the original ones to deal with Student
Travel Awards, Education and Career Development, Public
Affairs and the American Type Culture Collection in an
Fig. 1. Multistep growth curve showing the increase in membership of the
American Society for Virology since its founding.
W.K. Joklik, S.E. Grossberg / Virology 344 (2006) 250–257 257advisory capacity. The Society helps support the International
Congresses of Virology, primarily by providing travel awards
for junior investigators, in part through grants from the
National Institutes of Health, and also supports the Interna-
tional Committee on Taxonomy of Viruses.
Built on a firm foundation, the Society remains true to its
original purpose, the advancement and promulgation of
knowledge relevant to Virology. Started with discussions
among individuals and small groups at the very beginning
of the 1980s, it was the first Society for Virology in the
world. Now there are such Societies in more than a dozen
countries. Our Society currently has 3371 members (Fig. 1),
614 of whom are citizens of 44 countries outside the USA,
including 183 from Canada.
